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SOME ABSURD PROPOSALS 
HOUSING 


0. September 23, 1959, President Eisenhower signed the “third-try” housing bill of 1959. He 
supliad vetoed two earlier bills because they provided for too much spending. The “‘third-try” bill also 
gexceeded his recommendations, but not by much. The main item which the President did not want 

was the provision for 37,000 units of public housing. This will add about $20,000,000.00 to each 
% of the next forty federal budgets; but the President signed the bill without comment, because it 
eee had other provisions which he either wanted or did not object to strongly: 
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(1) an 8 billion dollar increase in FHA authority for insuring home mortgages (FHA for- 


@ L merly had 29 billion dollars for this purpose) ; 


(2) a provision for 650 million dollars in federal grants for urban renewal during the next two 
years; 


(3) a decrease in the minimum down payment requirements for FHA insured mortgages. 


66 
Liberals” in and out of Congress were outraged by the President's vetoes of the first two 
housing bills and were quite dissatisfied with the bill he signed. They claimed it was too little, 
blithely arguing (as they have been for 25 years) that if government will spend enough tax money 
it can end the “critical housing shortage” and put every American in a “decent” home. 


l. is interesting to compare promise with performance in government’s housing efforts. 


Federal public housing began with PW in the early days of Franklin D. Roosevelt. Its first 
promise was that it would eliminate depression: it would stimulate such economic activity in the 
construction industry that our whole economy would be rejuvenated. But after several years of this 
kind of “stimulating,” new-dealers were still complaining that more than a third of all Americans 
were ill-clad, ill-fed, and ill-housed. Things were not that bad in 1932-33 before new-deal spending 
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began; but new-dealers never said that things 
had grown worse: they just demanded more 
spending so that things would grow better. 


Ana the propaganda for public housing 
changed. Less was said about it “stimulating the 
construction industry”; and more was said about 
its providing “low-cost housing for low-income 
families.” 


That didn’t work, either, because all the major 
decisions about public housing were necessarily 
political, rather than economic, decisions. The 
basic consideration in selecting a site for a public 
housing project is not which site is the best, eco- 
nomically; but which Congressman is most “‘de- 
serving” of getting this much spending in his 
district; and so on. 


Public housing, far from being low-cost, turned 
out to be very high-cost indeed for taxpayers; 
and it failed dismally to house low-income fami- 
lies as promised. 


I. promise changed. There was less talk about 
low-cost housing for low-income families: more 
talk about eliminating slums as “breeding places 
of crime and juvenile delinquency.” This promise 
overlooked the fact that it is not houses, but 
people, who cause slums. Hence, public housing 
projects themselves quickly became centers of 
crime and juvenile delinquency. 


B, 1954, another “promise” had crept into the 
propaganda for public housing. President Eisen- 
hower’s housing proposals in 1954 promised to 
help “minority groups” acquire better homes. But 
by 1958, the problem in public housing was to 
keep “minority groups” from monopolizing it. 


In major northern cities, practically all public 
housing tenants were negroes — and virtually all 
people on waiting lists for new public housing 
were negroes. Indeed, in some cities, the managers 
of public housing projects are letting units stand 
empty rather than rent them to negroes. They want 


whites in the projects so that they will be “inte- 
gtated,” in keeping with national policy. But 
whites refuse to move in. So, public housing units 
— which were promised as a means of housing 
minority groups — now have a new purpose and 
promise: to foster racial integration. 


The whole history of government’s efforts to 
solve the housing “problem” is rather well 
summed up by a statement made by officials of the 
National Association of Housing and Redevelop- 
ment in November, 1957, when they were cele- 
brating the 20th anniversary of the Public Housing 
Administration. They said: 


“There is still the same need now as in 1937, 
and the 20-year-old program is too young to die.” 


I. would die if Congress would repeal the whole 
federal “‘housing program’ and leave people alone 
to build their own houses in their own way. 


RIGHT 10 WORK 


ben state right-to-work laws protect workers 
and management from some of the bad effects of 
federal labor laws? 


Yes, that is the purpose of right-to-work legis- 
lation. 


The purpose of federal labor laws (ever since 
the Wagner Act of 1935) is to establish collective 
bargaining as national policy. On its face, the 
federal law does not sound as if it intends to give 
unions a monopoly of the labor force. The law 
provides that in any plant where a majority of 
employees accept a union as bargaining agent, that 
union must act as bargaining agent for al] em- 
ployees in the categories covered by the union’s 
contract. 


Union bosses (who demanded this provision) 
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have cited it to justify the closed shop. They say 
it is a heavy burden on them to bargain for em- 
ployees who do not pay union dues—claiming that 
any employee in a unionized plant who does not 
pay dues to the union is getting a “free ride’ at 
the expense of the union. 


Under the Wagner Act, therefore, the closed 
shop became general practice—although the law 
itself does not require a closed shop. 


Tie Taft-Hartley Law of 1947 amended the 
Wagner Act, leaving the main purpose of the old 
law intact but outlawing some union abuses which 
had developed. Taft-Hartley intended to outlaw 
the closed shop, but the law did not accomplish 
its purpose. 


A closed-shop agreement between unions and 
management provides that no “covered” employee 
can go to work for the company, unless he joins 
the union and pays dues. Taft-Hartley “outlawed” 
the closed shop, but permitted the union shop. A 
union-shop agreement provides that a ‘‘covered” 
employee must become a union member within a 
stated period after he goes to work for the em- 
ployer. So, realistically, the closed-shop and the 
union-shop are the same: they mean that a worker 
must join a union and pay dues, whether he wants 
to or not, in order to hold a job. 


Bie the effect (not the specific requirements, 
but the practical effect) of federal labor laws is 
to give union bosses monopolistic control of the 
labor force in any plant which they can organize. 
Theoretically, under the law, the employer can 
hire whom he pleases; but in actual practice, a 
worker hired by management must join the union 
(and in other ways be acceptable to union bosses) 
or he cannot keep his job. 


The “labor-reform” law of 1959 did not change 
this situation. Collective bargaining is still em- 
bedded in the federal labor law as national policy. 
If a man has 100 employees and an outside union 
organization can persuade 51 of them to accept 
the union as bargaining agent, then the employer, 


as well as the 49 employees who don’t want the 
union, must accept. 


oe much one may dwell on the technical 
meaning of the law, the fact remains that—under 
federal labor law—the employer loses his right to 
hire whom he pleases with his own money and to 
run his own business in his own way. Employees, 
who do not want the union, lose their rights not 
to join and be dictated to and taxed by a union. 
They lose their rights to work and bargain as 
individuals. In a unionized plant, an individual 
worker is robbed (under federal law) of control 
of the one thing he has to sell: his labor. He can 
no longer put in extra effort with the hope of 
getting ahead on his own merit. He can no longer 
bargain directly with his own employer for a 
raise in his own salary. He gets a raise when the 
entire industry gets one; and his raise has no re- 
lationship to his own ability or effort. 


The purpose of state right-to-work laws is to 
give protection against these evils which arise 
under the federal law. That's why I am in favor 
or right-to-work legislation. I think everyone who 
is alarmed by the growing menace of lawless 
unionism in America should write to the National 
Right To Work Committee, 1025 Connecticut 
Avenue, Washington 6, D. C., for suggestions 
and information about the right-to-work move- 
ment. 


In final analysis, however, I regard state right- 
to-work laws as stop-gap measures only, because 
such laws are “permitted” by federal law: the 
Taft-Hartley Act. This is alien to the American 
concept of a federation of sovereign republics, 
held together in union by a Constitution which 
delegates limited power to the federal government. 
Instead of having legitimate power to delegate 
authority to state governments, the federal govern- 
ment is supposed to be limited to the authority 
which the people have delegated to it, constitu- 
tionally. 


Moreover, the federal law which “authorizes” 
state right-to-work laws is, itself, without author- 
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ity: it violates the Constitution (specifically the 
Tenth Amendment) because nothing in the Con- 
stitution authorizes the federal government to 
intervene in the private affairs of a businessman 
and his employees. 


Nothing gives the federal government authority 
to treat “labor” and “management” as special 
classes in our society, deserving special class-legis- 
lation. Nothing authorizes the federal government 
to prescribe special privileges, or prescribe special 
punishment, for unions and management. 


Hence, all federal labor laws, being unconstitu- 
tional, should be repealed. The special exemp- 
tions from federal taxation and from federal anti- 
trust laws which unions now enjoy should be 
removed, so that unions and union bosses would 
be subjected, on a non-discriminatory basis, to the 
same federal laws that are enforced on other 
private organizations and individuals in our so- 
ciety. 


This would leave the burden of protecting 
society and individuals against lawless violence 
and fraud where it belongs: in state and local 
governments; and it would put an end to “in- 
dustrywide” bargaining which enables one union 
boss to shut down a vital nationwide industry, like 
steel, to enforce demands that workers themselves 


have little or no interest in. 


HIGHWAYS 


When the Highway Act of 1956 (Senator Al- 
bert Gore, Tennessee, chief sponsor) was passed, 
it was going to solve the nation’s critical road 
problem in ten years; and the colossal 41,000-mile 
interstate highway system was going to “‘pay for 
itself” on a “‘pay-as-you-go”’ basis. 


But, as in the case of every other governmental 
spending program ever conceived, calculations 


were faulty. Costs greatly exceeded expectations. 
By early 1959, there was groaning from all quar- 
ters that the highway program was “grinding to 
a halt” for lack of funds. Something had to be 
done: that is, more taxes had to be imposed on 
the people. 


Congress in 1959 engaged in a prolonged and 
confused wrangle over the question of how much 
more tax money was needed, and where to get 
it — compromising for a bill which increased the 
federal tax on gasoline from 3 cents a gallon to 
4 cents. 


This increase is ‘temporary’: it went into effect 
September 1, 1959, and will last only 22 months; 
but temporary taxes always become permanent, 
and grow in size. The federal government first 
invaded the gasoline tax field in 1932 by levying 
a 1-cent-a-gallon tax — which was “temporary,” 
to meet the “budgetary problems then at hand.” 
The tax is still in force, now quadrupled in size. 
We can be absolutely certain that the highway 
program will be on the point of collapse in 1961 
when the current “temporary” tax is supposed to 
end. Costs will be running far above anything 
anticipated. The highway-trust-fund (which the 
Highway Act of 1956 was supposed to create) 
will be empty or non-existent as it presently is; 
and the federal gasoline tax will be increased 
again. 


Bu will the federal government ever solve our 
“highway problem’? No, it will not. 


You can drive over some already-completed 
sections of the grandiose 41,000-mile interstate 
highway system (in parts of Texas, for example) 
and observe roads more elaborate than will be 
needed for the next 10 or 15 years. In other parts 
of the country, you will find completed sections 
of the federal highway system already outmoded 
and inadequate. 


Why? Because the federal highway system was 
planned politically rather than economically. The 
great system was devised by bureaucrats and poli- 
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ticians, with ultimate authority centered in Wash- 
ington. Road building is a job that should be 
handled in the states, by people who pay for and 
use the roads. 


On of the arguments for federal highways 
was that our road system had to be uniform 
throughout the nation. Why must it? Why must 
the roads in Florida look exactly like those in 
Oregon? 


Another argument was that if the federal gov- 
ernment did not build highways, the state gov- 
ernments would not. If the states were left alone, 
they would have to build adequate road systems, 
for purely competitive reasons, if for none other. 


The retail sales taxes which state governments 
impose on gasoline (not including the federal 
tax) produce quite enough revenue to build all 
the roads which people in those states need; but, 
in practically all states, gasoline taxes imposed for 
the purpose of building roads are diverted to 
other purposes, because the federal government 
has pre-empted the major sources of tax revenue. 


l: we really had a profound faith in the free 
market principle which built this nation, we would 
not assume that roads must be built by govern- 
ment — even by state governments. 


Why couldn’t roads be built on a private, specu- 
lative basis, the way houses and skyscrapers are 
built? What’s wrong with private toll roads, if 
private individuals want to risk their money in 
building them? 


If the federal government were completely out 
of the highway picture and the state governments 
had access to their own tax resources to build what 
highways they wanted, and if the state govern- 
ments at the same time would permit private in- 
dividuals to build whatever private toll roads they 
wanted to risk their money in, we would very 
likely discover that private individuals can build 
better and cheaper roads to serve all of the peo- 
ple more economically than government at any 


level can build them. 


ide the three basic factors which go into 
automotive transportation as we know it today: 
the automobile, the fuel, and the road. 


How has this system developed in the United 
States? Private initiative has been in control of 
two essential factors: the fuel and the automobile. 
Government, at one level or another, has been in 
control of the third factor: roads. Which of these 
factors have made the most progress? 


Spurred on by the incentive of profit, private 
individuals, in voluntary association, have ac- 
complished miracles in developing automotive 
transport. The main thing that has slowed them 
down is that the third essential factor in automo- 
tive transport — roads — has been under political 
control, and therefore has not kept pace with the 
development made possible by private initiative. 


I. building roads more difficult than producing 
the other two factors essential in automotive trans- 
port? If, in 1900, governmental planners had been 
given a monopoly on planning and developing 
something comparable to the present-day automo- 
bile, or something comparable to present day 
automobile fuels — would the task ever have been 
accomplished? Obviously not. 


In every area, where private ownership, private 
initiative, and the expectation of profit and in- 
dividual achievement have been permitted to 
operate without government interference and mis- 
management, Americans have wrought miracles 
in material progress. In all areas where govern- 
ment has had exclusive control, we have had the 
same inefficiency, waste, lack of incentive, and 
lack of wisdom which has kept socialistic ex- 
periments from succeeding everywhere on earth 
from the time of ancient Babylon to modern 
Russia. 


When you suggest private toll roads, a whole 
generation of Americans who have been taught to 
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believe in public works (who have somehow ab- 
sorbed the communist notion that profit is evil 
and that the only good activity is that devised 
and supervised by bureaucrats and politicians) 
start screaming about the importance to the Amer- 
ican way of life of maintaining our “free roads.” 


No road is free. Every road costs money — 
and should be paid for by people who use it. 
Moreover, to permit privately-owned toll roads 
would not necessitate curtailing the building of 
state owned roads paid for out of taxes levied on 
people who use them. 


HOW ABSURD? 


Au of this is absurd: to talk of returning to a 
system of state and private roads, when we are 
so deeply involved in the federal program that 
there is no possibility of terminating it; to talk 
of subjecting unions to federal anti-trust and tax 
laws when Congress had indescribable difficulty 
passing a mild union reform bill; to suggest re- 
peal of all federal housing laws when the whole 
construction industry is entangled with the federal 
laws. How absurd? 


ke would have been even more absurd to sug- 
gest in 1948, that the socialists who then con- 
trolled Germany, should abandon socialism 
and support the freest free-market economy in 
Europe; but that is what they have done; and that 
is what accounts for the phenomenal post-war 
recovery of West Germany. 


Socialists controlled West Germany politically 
at the end of World War II. They fought for 
rationing, government planning, and socialization 
of heavy industry; and the German economy re- 
mained stagnant, despite American economic aid. 
Then Ludwig Erhard instituted his free-market 
policies, freeing the German economy of govern- 
ment controls, letting prices and wages find their 
own level, letting supply and demand find their 


own balance, leaving the decisions about investing 
capital up to the private individuals and corpora- 
tions who owned the capital. It wrought miracles 
in Germany. Socialists fought Erhard’s policies 
at first. Today, they try to claim them as their own. 
Today, Erhard often gets more support for his 
free-market policies from former socialists than 
from members of his own party. 


The same thing is happening in England — and 
is causing prosperity there too. In the 1959 elec- 
tions, socialists (who controlled England in 1948 
and attempted a complete socialization of major 
industries) rejected much of the socialism which 
has proven itself a failure. 


SCIENTIFIC HUMANISM 


By L. A. Alesen, M.D. 


Dr. Alesen (Director of the Freedom Club, 535 South 
Hoover Street, Los Angeles 5, California) is the author of 
several important books, and formerly president of California 
Medical Association, and chief of staff at the Los Angeles 
County General Hospital. In this article, reprinted from the 
Freedom Club Bulletin, Dr. Alesen touches upon a funda- 
mental reason for the jumbled confusion of our times: the 
confusion which drives America’s political leaders ever further 
and faster on the road toward ruin, while citizens stand idly 
by, saying that resistance is absurd. 


When the archaeologist of the future probes 
into our era some ten thousand years hence, he 
will no doubt be puzzled to understand and 
explain why the American of today, enjoying the 
highest scale of living known to man and at one 
time the beneficiary of the greatest degree of 
freedom, seemed insanely intent to destroy that 
freedom and to surrender his land of opportunity 
into the insatiable maw of the International- 
Welfare-Police-Slave-State. As he pursues the sub- 
ject further, that investigator will discover that 
one of the movements accelerating the destruc- 
tion of the American Constitutional Republic 
was called “Scientific Humanism.” 


While countless individuals and innumerable 
organizations at present participate knowingly or 
unwittingly in the dissemination of this vile and 
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lethal gospel, credit for its origin can probably 
be given to Julian Huxley the father of 
UNESCO and WHO. In a book published in 
1927 under the authorship of Henry Tracy en- 
titled Towards the Open—A Preface to Scien- 
tific Humanism, credit is given to Robert Nichols, 
the English poet for first using the term “scien- 
tific humanism.” Other early progenitors of this 
weapon deliberately designed to destroy individ- 
ual freedom and to condition the individual for 
ready acceptance of his position as a faceless, 
spineless, characterless robot in the “brave new 
world” about to emerge are said to be: Thomas 
G. Masyaryk, Lancelot Hogben, John Dewey, 
William James, Corliss Lamont, J. B. $. Haldane, 
Sidney Hook, to mention only a few. 


What is “scientific Humanism”? Stripped of all 
its fancy but tawdry trimmings, it is just another 
attempt at a re-statement of and a re-emphasis 
upon the hoary old concept that the individual 
counts for naught and the group for all. This 
concept of course was doddering and decrepit 
long before the first historian attempted feebly 
to record his experiences in the Neanderthal 
caves, but the bright boys and girls of our current 
ivory towers seem to have nothing more profit- 
ale to do than to drag out old concepts from a 
long discarded past and to attempt to embellish 
and disguise them with new fallacies. 


“Scientific humanism” scornfully denies the 
possibility of revealed religion and casts doubt 
upon all religious ideals as recognized and prac- 
ticed by almost all modern religious faiths. 
Realizing that man is by his unalterable nature 
a religious being, the attempt is made to prepare 
a religion for us, the robots of the future, which 
will satisfy that inborn yearning with a cold, 
leprous philosophy allegedly compounded of 
psychiatry, economics, sociology, and anthro- 
pology. The central theme of this new religion 
was very well defined in the humanist manifesto 


first appearing in New Humanist, Vol. VI, No. 3, 
1933: 


“The humanists are firmly convinced that 
existing acquisitive and profit-motivated society 
has shown itself to be inadequate and that a 
radical change in methods, controls and motives 
must be instituted. A socialized and cooperative 
economic order must be established to the end 
that the equitable distribution of the means of 
life be possible. The goal of humanism is a free 
and universal society in which people voluntarily 
and intelligently cooperate for the common good. 


Humanists demand a shared life in a shared 
world.” 


Since that time, reflecting sputnik age, the 
newer term of “planetary socialism” is now most 
often used to designate this more intensified and 
highly specialized attack upon the human per- 
sonality. Deliberately designed to overawe the in- 
dividual with the obvious potential dangers of 
the atomic age and to cow him into a state of 
complete and abject surrender of all logic and 
reason and a denial of all past human experience, 
the goal is to render him meekly and docilely 
ready to accept any and all doctrinaire proposals 
for his future, regardless of how bare, meretri- 
cious and stupid these proposals may be. 


Admittedly, this philosophy is superficially at- 
tractive, as are most fallacies. By it the individual 
is encouraged to believe that he is indeed not 
responsible for his acts but is only the product 
of his environment and has but to look for his 
salvation to the bright and shining galaxy of 
supermen who promise to alter that environment 
if but given sufficient power and pelf. 


If it were not so tragic, it would be amusing to 
observe that the environmental psychologist with 
his proffered panaceas is not at all new. He 
merely has a new name and a new container for 
the same old brand of snake oil that has been 
peddled in every clime and every civilization, and 
that same old snake oil has in most instances been 
the real cause of the downfall of those civiliza- 
tions. 


Actually, the name of this movement as well 
as its deliberately and maliciously spurious con- 
tent is a misnomer. It is certainly not scientific, for 
any eighth grade student of biology well knows 
that in every society except that of man, Nature 
rigidly insists upon individual responsibility and 
for the most part uses the group only to protect 
the individual. In terms of human society, this 
means the exercise of the police power. 


Certainly, the movement is not human or 
humane, because under its aegis the philosophy 
of Karl Marx and Machiavelli (that the end justi- 
fies the means) is the chief motivating force, and 
because of its individual ideals, individual aspira- 
tions, and individual decencies are wantonly dis- 
carded and all forms of unspeakable barbarity 
are practiced under the quaint old-fashioned 
worship of the state. 


Will the American citizen continue long gul- 
libly to swallow this beautiful bait? Certainly not 
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when he is informed concerning the sharp hook 
it disguises. 


WE STILL AGREE 


I, the October 7, 1957, issue of this Report 
we ran the following item under the heading, 
“Naturally, We Agree”: 


“Last Christmas season, one of our subscribers 
who runs a small business, gave a few of his em- 
ployees subscriptions to this Report. 


“Six months later, the wife of one of the em- 
ployees wrote us a letter. She said she was furious 
when her husband brought home a card saying 
that his Christmas gift from the boss was a one- 
year subscription to The Dan Smoot Report. Of 
all the things she needed and wanted, this thing 
wasn’t even on the bottom of the list! 


“In the matchless way of a wife, she told her 
husband what she though of his job, his boss 
and The Dan Smoot Report. 


“And then the thing started arriving every 
week. Anger waned, and curiosity grew. She 
started reading the Report. 


“The purpose of her letter to us in June, 1957, 
was to say that she now regards the subscription 
as the finest gift the boss could have made. 


“Unfortunately, we cannot guarante such re- 
sults in all cases; but we would much appreciate 
your giving us a chance to do our best. 


“We hope that all of you will keep us in mind 
again this year when you prepare your Christmas 
shopping list. . . .” 


Gvcistinas subscription gifts to the Report this 
year will probably accomplish more than in other 
years, since the political interest of many people 
runs in four-years cycles — and 1960 completes a 
cycle. 


Many Americans, who normally believe that 
“the best things in life (including freedom) are 
free,” will be ternporarily aroused in 1960 to take 
an active interest in national affairs. We would 
like to capture some of that aroused interest for 
the cause of constitutional government. 


l. is our hope that you will assist us in this 
effort, by making this Report available to those 
who (1) need to read it; (2) will enjoy reading 
it; and (3) you will enjoy having read it. 


The enclosed Christmas gift form gives special 
Christmas rates and other information which you 
will want. Please help us handle your order 
promptly by giving the requested information 
completely and clearly. 


WHO IS DAN SMOOT? 


Dan Smoot was born in Missouri. Reared in Texas, he attended SMU in Dallas, taking BA and MA degrees 


from that university in 1938 and 1940. 


In 1941, he joined the faculty at Harvard as a Teaching Fellow in English, doing graduate work for the de- 
gree of Doctor of Philosophy in the field of American Civilization. 


In 1942, he took leave of absence from Harvard in order to join the FBI. At the close of the war, he stayed 


in the FBI, rather than return to Harvard. 


He served as an FBI Agent in all parts of the nation, handling all kinds of assignments. But for three and a 
half years, he worked exclusively on communist investigations in the industrial midwest. For two years following 
that, he was on FBI headquarters staff in Washington, as an Administrative Assistant to J]. Edgar Hoover. 

After nine and a half years in the FBI, Smoot resigned to help start the Facts Forum movement in Dallas. As 
the radio and television commentator for Facts Forum, Smoot, for almost four years spoke to a national audience 


giving both sides of great controversial issues. 


In July, 1955, he resigned and started his own independent program, in order to give only one side — the 
side that uses fundamental American principles as a yardstick for measuring all important issues. 

If you believe that Dan Smoot is providing effective tools for those who want to think and talk and write on 
the side of freedom, you can help immensely by subscribing, and encouraging others to subscribe, to The Dan 


Smoot Report. 
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